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The papers collected here represent a small but highly engaging sample
of th= thoughtful and practical approaches to university teaching fos-
tered in the Minnesota State University System for the past six years

B with the support of two major grants from the Bust. Foundation. This

i Symposium was intended, in part at least, as a celebration of what we

| collectively have accomplished. The "we" is our faculty first and fore-
most, but it is also our wonderful students and the administrators, both
R on campuses and in the system office, who helped make the Bush pro-
ject a great success.

As we celebrate, we need also to confront a host of problems, only
some of which originate in the difficulties of teaching well and
B responding effectively to student needs. We have undergone a merger
| of systems, new colleagues are now a part of our family, new opportu-
nities present themselves, and at the same time public support for the
post-secondary teacher, if not for education in general, seems to be
declining.

My own feeling, if I may be permitted a personal note, is that while the
kind of mutually supportive, collaborative work we have been carrying
out in faculty development may not by itself solve all our problems or
even answer all our questions, it can never hurt, it will probably help,
and it is exactly the kind of work we need to keep doing.

Michael Field, Director
Bush Faculty Development Project




Impediments to Critical Thinking:
Cultural Forces and Our Own “Stuckness”

{ It is a real pleasure to be with you today and to share with you a few

rather simple ideas about the crucial role our state universities can play
in creating an environment where serious thinking, learning, and reflec-

: tion can take place.

B In so doing, I will violate just about every principle of sound education
¥ that I know. Ihave been asked to “address” you...though in my com-
M ments I will plead with you not to spend too much time “addressing”
B your students. If we have learned any*hing in the past six years of this
| B Bush grant, it is that “teaching as talking” usually doesn’t work very

B well. So bear with me for a few minutes of pedagogical blundering.

Point #1: What We Are Up Against:
The Culture of Non-Critical Thinking

Sl .' § Last summer while I was pulling weeds in my vegetable garden, listen-
SRl ing to Public Radio, I heard an address to the National Press Club by
8 the renowned sociologist and communitarian Amitai Etzioni. The focus

of his address was the disintegration of our culture’s sense of the larger
social good. One incident he related stands out in my mind.

In 1940 a survey was made! of K-12 teachers inquiring what problems
were at the top of their list concerning student behavior. Can you guess
what they were?

1. Chewing gum;

2. Talking while standing in line;

3. Not putting chairs back after class.

In 1992 the exact same survey was given to K-12 teachers. Want to
guess what the top three were?

1. Drugs;

2. Rape;

3. Murder.

Mr. Etzioni also stated that every day an estimated 135,000 children take
guns to school. I mention this to dramatize what we all know. Our

society has changed a lot in the past 50 years...and in some ways not
much for the better.

A second reflection — this one from Neil Postman, author of numerous
books and articles on education and the media. In an article written in
1985, Postman reports that before the end of high school the average
American child has, watched gver 16.000 hours of television. That trans-

SR
%

BEST COPY AVAILABIF




lates to almost one-fifth of their waking lives and includes over 3,000
hours watching 800,000 commercials, advertising the banalities of what
one social critic calls our “idiot culture. " 2

When that article was written in 1985, the average American spent about
23 hours a week watching television. I understand a recent survey indi-
cated that by 1992 that number had risen to 27 hours per week. It makes
sense to think that this may be one cause of students’ present poor critical
thinking abilities.

These are not very cheery anecdotes, but part of dealing with any prob-

lem is recognizing its nature. As educators we are up against tremen-
dous odds in competing for the attention, interest, and loyalty of today’s

students. As teachers you know that. As a teacher I know that. Our
idiot culture does not value critical thinking, reflection, cooperation, com-
passion, or even simple participation.

Now the phrase “idiot culture” is not intended as a blanket condemna-
tion of American society. Rather it refers to the images and values that
pervade the popular media: television, radio, newspapers, magazines,
MTV-as well as the inanity of our culture’s addiction to professional

sports.

The truth is, when education is at its best, it is in direct contrast to most
of the values of today’s idiot culture—the culture that encourages glib
talk, not thoughtful discourse; quick answers to simplistic scenarios, not
difficult choices among competing alternatives—that provides a constant
barrage of loud, atavistic stimuli with no time for silence and reflection,
and most of all encourages spectator observation, not participation.

Some may argue, “Has always been, t'will eve~ be!” 1 also know of that
purported hieroglyphic message in the tomb of an ancient Pharoah that
bemoaned the disrespect of children for elders and the dissolution of cul-
ture. Well, times may have been bad in the days of the Pharoahs, but I do
believe that the past two decades have seen a serious decay in democratic
values and in our country’s hope and vision of a brighter future. Some
things are getting worse. In our parents’ era, teachers were not con-
cerned with children taking guns to school.

Philosophy of Religion Professor Cornell West talks about “cultural
decay” as a fact of existence in the United States today: “We are talking
about the massive breakdown in the nurturing systems of children in a
market-driven society that produces denuded and deracinated individu-
als [T had to look that one up also; it means “uprooted”] with very little
existential moorings or cultural apparatuses to deal with the abyss and
the absurd.”?

“The truth is, when education is
at its best, it is in direct contrast
to most of the values of today’s
idiot culture...”




“Gone is the old metaphor of
education that most of us grew
up with, that education is trans-
mission of information. Today
we speak more of education as
diglogue or communication and
of helping students ‘construct
knowledge.””

That's a philosophic mouthful. What I think West means is that our
market-driven society has caused a serious erosion of traditional sys-
tems that nurture individuals and help them grapple with larger ques-
tions of meaning. In other words, we are “frittering away” our lives, or
in Postman’s words, “amusing ourselves to death.”

Without being too pessimistic, I think West’s term “cultural decay” is a
good description of what is going on in America today. It helps me
make sense of the unprepared students whose number is growing, if not
legion; the unfocused students whose dysfunctional family patterns
retard their growth as young men and women; the i

who may not just be accustomed to being a spectator (16,000 hours of
TV watching will do that to a person), but whose apathy may be mask-
ing a deeper fear of taking responsibility for their own lives and learn-
ing.

Given this rather grim scenario, what are we to do? What can we as
teachers possibly do against such overwhelming odds?

Point #2: Our Own Stuckness in Old Teaching Paradigms

Most of us already understand what developmental psychologists, cog-
nitive theorists, and educational theorists have “discovered” over the
last 20 years. What they have “discovered,” or more aptly “justified”
with empirical studies, is what wise educators like John Dewey and
Alfred North Whitehead and Marie Montessori knew years ago — that
learning is by nature an active enterprise and that learners, no matter
what their age, succeed only to the degree that they are meaningfully
and actively involved in their own education.

Gone is the old metaphor of education that most of us grew up with,
that education is fransmission of information. Today we speak more of
education as dialogue or communication and of helping students “con-
struct knowledge.” A couple of basic assumptions undergird this
“new” paradigm of education:

*Learning is by nature an active enterprise.

eDifferent people learn in different ways.

From these seem to follow two teaching corollaries:
eStudents learn best when applying subject matter...learning by
doing.
eTeachers who rely exclusively on any one teaching approach
will fail to connect with significant numbers of students.

I am not going to say anything more about the first assumption, because
I know I would be preaching to the converted. One thing the Bush
grant has done is to drum into us the necessity of involving students in

o
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their own learning as a means of improving their thinking abilities.
Students learn to think critically by practicing their own thinking skills,
not by watching teachers perform theirs.

So let’s look at the second assumption: Different people learn in different
ways. If we had time, we could do a little exercise to demonstrate the
variety of learning styles that are present in this group. But again, I real-
ize most of you are familiar with the concept of learning style and its
implications for teaching. Many of you are familiar with work on learn-
ing style inventories and developmental models of intellectual group.

- You know of the work of Carol Gilligan, Lawrence Kohlberg, William
Perry and the work of David Kolb and Myers-Briggs.

Many of you are familiar with terms like “convergent/divergent think-
ing;” “sensing/judging/feeling/intuiting;” “introvert/extrovert;” “field
dependent/field independent.” Some of us need to mull things over, to
quietly listen, absorb and process. Others have to do something-dia-
gram it, take it apart. Some of us are good at seeing similarities and
organizing things. Others are good at seeing differences, and disorganiz-
ing things. Indeed, sometimes I think our animated—dare I say aggres-
sive?--faculty meetings at Metro State more often reflect differences in
learning style than they do ideology.

What is important is not that we become experts in assessing different
learing styles, but as Guild and Garger suggest in Marching to Different
Drummers,s that we realize that in any given classroom a variety of learn-
ing styles are present and that the more different ways we can get stu-
dents to work with information in our classes the better their chances are
of appropriating and retaining knowledge and improving thinking abili-
ties.

Perspectives of Women and People from Different Cultures

It is in this context of learning styles that I feel the contributions of
women and people from different cultures are so important. One way to
help students expand their thinking abilities is to expose them to differ-
ent ways of thinking. Different disciplinary perspectives, certainly, but
also different ways of thinking about those disciplines. Men and women
see the world from a different standpoints. Have you ever noticed that?
The same is true for a Western Anglo person and a Native American
elder. Critical thinking involves critical perceiving, and women and peo-
ple from different cultures have much to offer our teaching because they
see the world differently from most white-western educational models.
We desperately need to appreciate the contributions of women and peo-
ple of color insofar as they challenge our traditional Western assumptions
about how the world works. For clearly, the world is not working very
well these days.

(‘\
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“...the more different ways we
can get students to work with

information in our classes the
better their chances are of appro-
priating and retaining knowl-
edge and improving thinking
abilities.”

“We desperately need to appre-
ciate the contributions of women
and people of color insofar as
they challenge our traditional
Western assumptions about how
the world works.”




“Most people don’t make a ratio-
nal plan to change their lives—or
their teaching.”

“It is so much easier to keep
lecturing than to plan new
activities for engaging student
thinking abilities.”

But back to our two assumptions: Learning is by nature an active enter-
prise. Different people learn in different ways. These two assumptions
are fine, and most of us will nod in agreement. We also realize the
implication of these assumptions for traditional teaching methods and
we know the old paradigm of teaching as talking is flawed. The ques-
tion is, why do we persist? A study completed not that long ago
showed that roughly 80 percent of students’ time in college is still spent
listening to professors talk. Let me be clear: I am not “lecture bashing.”
The issue is not either to lecture or not to lecture, the issue is too much
lecture and not enough interaction.

If we know the old paradigm of teaching does not address what we now
know about how students learn and how important addressing different
learning styles is, then why do so many of us stay stuck in that old para-
digm? Often the reason we don’t change is that we are not willing to
overcome certain habits of teaching, and to pay the ensuing costs.

Usually change occurs when the pain of remaining the same becomes
too great. Most people don't make a rational plan to change their lives—
or their teaching. Few ever say, “"Hmm! My life seems to be going along
fairly well, the kids are through with college, I've got tenure, my salary
is adequate, the new dean isn't too bad...I think I'll engage in some per-
sonal growth.” It doesn’t work that way. Usually we are driven to our
knees by a personal crisis or by poor student evaluations or a particular-
ly bad teaching experience, that infamous “class from hell.” Only then
are we willing to pay the personal cost of giving up old behavior pat-
terns and learning new ones.

There are a host of reasons why faculty stay stuck, but let me offer just
three that relate to my own teaching.

1. I like to be the center of attention. Changing my teaching
so that students are the focus means stepping out of the
spotlight. Until I learn to take joy in seeing students
succeed on their own, until I get my rewards from being a
good coach and facilitator, it will be difficult to step down
from the podium.

2. I'am a creature of habit. Though politically left of center,
personally I am quite conservative. I don’t like change and
do not relish taking risks. At a party not long ago, the host
had us play one of those “up close and personal” games.
We were asked to complete the phrase, “When I think of
making changes in my life I feel...” The woman to the
right of me said she felt challenged/excited. Isaid, “When
I think of making changes in my life I feel nervous.” It is
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so much easier to keep lecturing than to plan new activities
for engaging student thinking abilities.

3. I am too busy doing other faculty responsibilities to
concentrate on my teaching the way I want to. Tom Jones
and I are working on a national survey of teacher attitudes
toward “changes in their teaching.” Many of you will be
getting that survey this summer. When we asked faculty at

two pilot institutions what the biggest barrier to making "So “Im'aﬁm?:%f] ,I'::rm i
changes in their teaching was, from a list of 12 items they Z,m not wm:},lg to mm‘fgmm
overwhelmingly indicated “too many other faculty respon- | center stage...”

sibilities” as the primary barrier.

Yet despite all this I know-I really do know and believe—that so long as I
stay stuck in the old model I will miss the opportunity to help the vast
maijority of my students to become good critical thinkers. So all our bril-
liance, all our perceptual acuity is for naught if we are not willing to
move from center stage and let our students take more responsibility for
their own learning. We can't force feed critical thinking. Students will
learn to think critically only to the degree that they can practice it. And
practice means taking time in class to talk, write, and reflect as a commu-
nity of learners.

K4

Point #3: Creating Classroom Environments Where
Serious Thinking and Reflection Can Take Place

What I would like to suggest here is that given the larger cultural barri-
ers to critical thinking, given our own institutions’ barriers, given the
lack of student preparedness, given all these barriers over which we have
little control, there is one thing we do control: our own behavior in the
classroom. In other words, we are stuck with our stuckness.

‘ It would be foolish of me to suggest that using critical thinking strategies
in our teaching can rectify our present social morass. There can be no

simple answers to a sickness that so deeply infects our culture. But “There are ways we can move
despite the grim scenario, there are positive ways to respond, ways to students from apathy to engage-
light a candle rather than curse the darkness. There are ways we can mgﬁz:mmmﬁ; fo
move students from apathy to engagement, unconsciousness to reflec- cooperatit’m, and observation to
tion, alienation to cooperation, and observation to participation. I think | participation.”

we must become conscious about creating environments in our colleges
ariJ universities that stand in contrast to the mindlessness of our idiot
culture.

And our own classroom is as good a starting point as any. Without

~ being too grandiose, I would suggest that by modeling a sane lifestyle
ourselves and by creating classrooms where students can seriously enter-
tain the complexities of our disciplines, we canin a small way help cre-
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ate a life-affirming subculture that is reflective, engaged, cooperative,
even compassionate.

In her article, “The Pedagogy of the Distressed,” Jane Tompkins states,
“The classroom is...the chance we have to practice whatever ideals we
may cherish. The kind of classroom situation one creates is the acid test
of what one really stands for.”

One way to create classrooms that discourage our dulcet tones and
encourage student learning is through simple, active learning exercises,
such as small groups and cooperative learning. We need to leave center
stage and focus more on setting the stage. Our real function as teachers
is to set the goals, choose the materials, pose the questions-or issues, cre-
ate engaging assignments, and then step out of the way. If we cando
that, our students just might become better critical thinkers.

Notes

Iy just discovered that this particular survey, quoted by Mr. Etzioni, is
“suspect” and may have never taken place. That’s too bad, though I
would argue that had such a survey been completed, it might reveal the
same concerns.

2.Postman, Neil. “Critical Thinking in the Electronic Era.” National
Forum, 1985, #65.

3West, Cornel. Prophetic Reflections: Notes on Race and Power in America.
Monroe, ME: Common Courage Press, 1993, p. 133.

4postman, Neil. Amusing Ourselves to Death. New York: Viking, 1985.

SGuild, Pat Burke & Garger, Stephen. Marching to Different Drummers.
Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development, 1985.

6'l'ompkins, Jane. “The Pedagogy of the Distressed.” College English,
1990, 52, pp. 653-660.
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Cultural Diversity in Teaching,
Learning, and the Curriculum

y | Good morning! Welcome to this session of the conference which pro-

B claims that we look back, look forward, pull it together, and collectively
B plan for greater achievements with the perspectives of cultural diversity
¥ in teaching, cultural diversity in learning, and cultural diversity in the

B I do not take for granted the opportunity you extend for me to make

B this presentation. In fact, I thank you for the pleasure to share, in a

¥ small measure, a process which I have come to know that is at the heart
| of this matter: What happens in the classroom, what happens in the

E interactions between teachers and students, what happens in the cur-

fl riculum, what happens between and among students, and what hap-

. l pens among students, academic faculty and the community, where ulti-
Sl mately our students will engage their academic and professional talents.

3 Please permit me to make it clear that as I use the term “community,” I

N j refer to boundaries as wide as we are able to empower our students and

 are willing to engage ourselves and our students as learners to ultimate-
ly nrepare them for working in a pluralistic and open society. I use the
terms “pluralistic”—or more importantly, “an open society”—because for
more than 20 years now, since my completion of doctoral stud.es from
the University of Florida in the area of multicultural education, I have
been left with an indelibie print of this definition of multicultural educa-
tion. Itis a process which lets people come in from wherever they are
and gives everyone an equal opportunity for access to what they want
from a society—a process which prizes differences and diversities. For
some people, this definition sounds easy. But for others it is not to be
taken for granted.

Our students will ultimately work in this open and pluralistic society
that will engage them rigorously with serious demands that they be
equipped with skills, knowledge, professionalism, and tools for practi-
cal application in the work place with diverse populations of people
with whom they will be expected to participate productively in the pro-
liferation of services. These services are most definitely linked with
fields of study which each of us represents at this forum today: The
social sciences, the natural sciences, business and industry, the fields of
nursing and health, the liberal arts, and, of course, education.

In my own field of study in the college of education, let me be the first
to admit that today’s school teachers who work with our nation’s and
world’s children and their families must be competently prepared for
this acceptance and promotion of similarities and differences related to
race, ethnicity, language, gender, socioeconomic status, age, physical
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and mental abilities, and sexual orientation if they are to provide a good
education for children and youth, minorities and non-minorities. The
success of our children and youth is depending on it.

With a 95 percent projected workplace of teachers who wili be white,
we know that our students dare not wait for the year 2000 to learn to
apply multicultural practices with th.2 more than 50 percent population
of school children and youth of color who are projected to matriculate
in K-12 public school classrooms in our nation’s largest cities. Evidence
of this reality is mounting. They must presently become armed bi-cul-
turally, bi-cognitively, and bilingually for assignments in the workplace,
even as they engage in their work with all-white classrooms of student
learners.

Without any second-guessing, students majoring in all fields of study
rust be subjected to our demonstration of greater paradigm shifting to
what we do with curriculum which challenges them to engage in
processes of greater inquiry, greater discovery, greater critical and reflec-
tive thinking, and finally the ultimate goals of creating and implement-
ing action plans which promote climates of peace and productivity on
national and global fronts. A curriculum that truly broadens students’
horizons and enables them to appreciate different cultures, different
modes of thinking and inquiry, and different values and aesthetics will
benefit all students.

The infusion of new perspectives and information inte the curriculum
does affect all students and, in a larger sense, the academic community
as a whole, not just majority women and minority men and women
who are touched by special courses reflective of their origin, experiences
or culture. Since 1988, each of us in the Minnesota State University sys-
tem has been challenged to ponder, plan and execute the task of build-
ing and integrating cultural diversity into the curriculum, into teaching,
and into learning. My inquiry at this time is: How well are we doing?
I, too, am a particpant in answering this question.

To shed greater light on this question, we offer several guidelines.
Many have already been alluded to at this conference. As panel mem-
bers and I participated in discussion last evening, we decided that I
would highlight a limited few.

This concept of providing progressive and continuous opportunities to
help students develop a better sense of self is probably an easy state-
ment to make, but requires a commitment which is imperative from the
onset of our meeting students for the first time and continuing through-
out the student’s school career. We are all a part of that process which
helps euch of them to discover and answer their own question of “Who
am I?” in order to come to grips with their own identities~particularly
their ethnic identities. The curriculum that we transform to accommo-
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“[Students] must become armed
bi-culturally, bi-cognitively, and
bilingually for assignments in the
workplace..”

“The curriculum that we trans-
form to accommodate our students
must help them understand and
appreciate their personal back-
grounds and family heritages,
integrally linked with the courses
they enroll in under our tutelage.”




“Ethnicity is often assumed to be
something negative and divisive;
the study of ethnic groups and
ethnicity often becomes the exam-
ination of problems.”

date our students must help them understand and appreciate their per-
sonal backgrounds and family heritages, integrally linked with the
courses they enroll in under our tutelage. The curriculum should help
students understand the totality of the experiences of ethnic and cultur-

al groups.

On Monday of this week I led a city-wide roundtable discussion forum
on fear of ethnic groups and fear of crime. They chose the topic coura-
geously! At this forum I wasted no time asserting the fact that I have
always had a problem singling out particular groups—and that I, too,
fear crime, but from the source of any perpetrator. Iinformed them that
no particular ethnic group holds a monopoly on anything. Further-
more, no ethnic group has a single, homogeneous, historical cultural
pattern of conforming to a single norm or mode of behavior. Positive
deposits in our society and negative withdrawals in our society are
made by both majority and minority populations. That is a fact.

This is, however, but one neighborhood in the community of Winona
which provokes elements of fear within them. I showed them examples
of our students at Winona State University who are eagerly requesting
experiences with ethnic groups different from their own in Winona,
Lewiston, St. Charles, Rochester, Galesville as well as exchange stu-
dents in K-6 public school districts of Fort Valley and Macon, GA. And,
as I share these photo-slides of our students in action within diverse

| populations, you see only signs of pleasure--not fear.

In the citywide discussion I also kindly shared how it gets easier and
easier to accept sterectypes and misinformation about ethnic groups
and how misinformation and stereotypes are not so much in the indi-
vidual as in the institutional culture, and how fear of ethnic groups is—-
in my opinion--a form of racism because racism is an attitude, action, or
institutional practice backed up by institutional power which subordi-
nates people based on their color. This practice with this kind of power
limits potentials and opportunities in all of us!

As the discussion continued, it did not take long for one to hear, see and
feel various degrees of “paradigm shifting” in this group, concentrating
not on fear of minorities but gravitating to ways of linking with ethnic
groups for developing crosscultural understandings.

This, then, is exactly what the multicultural process is all about. It cre-
ates a climate that builds and fosters assets for development of human
dignity and self worth. Ethnicity is often assumed to be something neg-
ative and divisive and the study of ethnic groups and ethnicity often
becomes the examination of problems. The curriculum should help
students understand the significant and historical experiences and basic
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cultural patterns of ethnic groups, the critical contemporary issues and
social problems confronting each of them, and the dynamic diversity of
the experiences, cultures, and individuals within each ethnic group. A
consistently multi-faceted approach to teaching benefits students by help-
ing them to become aware of the commonalities within and among ethnic
groups. Further, this approach offers a paradigm shift from the “deficit
model” to the realization that the conditions of marginality considered
undesirable could in fact be turned into assets, under the right condi-
tions.

Therefore, in curriculum and teaching, we should go about eliminating
the usages of such descriptors as “special need,” “at risk,” “high risk,”
“under-prepared,” “disadvantaged,” “low motivation, “ and “poverty-
stricken.” All of these terms are undergirded by negative assumptions
about populations of people and convey pejorative images. Yes, in some
instances these may describe objective characteristics, but they still con-
vey unnecessarily pejorative images.

The multicultural curriculum should help students develop their deci-
sion-making abilities, social participation skills, and a sense of political
efficacy as necessary bases for effective citizenship in a pluralistic, demo-
cratic nation. Young people need practice in becoming linked to this
process of belonging to a community and making positive deposits in
community. Young people also need practice in the steps of scholarly
methods for arriving at knowledge (identifying problems; formulating
hypotheses; locating and evaluating source materials; organizing infor-
mation as evidence; analyzing, interpreting, and reworking what they
find; and making conclusions). Students also need ample opportunities
to learn to use knowledge in making sense out of the situations they
encounter. This is the social action approach, which is the ultimate goal
of the multicultural model.

The multicultural curriculum especially helps students develop effective
social action skills because many students from ethnic groups are over-
whelmed by a sense of a lack of control of their destinies. They sense lit-
. tle control or influence on political policies and institutions. But students
can learn to exercise political and social responsibility to influence soci-
etal decisions related to race, ethnicity, gender, and cultural freedom in
ways consistent with human dignity. Further, the multicultual curricu-
lum should make maximum use of experiential learning, especially local
community resources.

Earlier I described a church/city group becoming empowered to directly
and indirectly develop a greater understanding of ethnic groups so as to
strengthen family and affect and build community. This group is becom-
ing a greater expansion of Winona State University’s cultural diversity
program, the Winona community’s Cultural Diversity Taskforce, the
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Winona Council for Quality, and the Winona Community Connectors
program. Each collaboratively plays a vital role to embrace the whole
community of Winona and positively impact the development of a
healthy community. There is a sign just outside our city: “Wrap your
arms around Winona's kids and families.”

Students of a multicultural curriculum become greater privileged as they
join a process to create a community climate that builds and fosters assets
in its inhabitants. Winon State University and the Minneosta State
University System are all stakeholders in this process of building excel-
lence—of building a viable and sustaining state of excellence.
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The Perpetual Dilemmas of
General Education

l 1am very pleased to be here and to have an opportunity to speak to my
d colleagusas about general education. You have my apologies in advance
8 for all the pontificating I am about to do. These days the lecture is
somewhat unfashionable and I don’t get an opportunity very often to
} present a lecture, certainly not with several scholars waiting patiently
for a chance to respond. Sometimes as I engage in discussions with my
B classes, a strange look comes over my face--or so my students tell me—
§ and they know they are fated to endure one of my mini-lectures. I just

B can’t help myself. But those are spontaneous outbursts, while this is

B rather more formal: a celebratory occasion, in fact.

R I realize that many of you might reasonably expect me to talk about all
| that we have accomplished to improve general education through the

BB Bush project. Iam indeed aware that many imaginative projects dealing
I with general education have been sponsored through our Bush grant,

and some of them have been featured in the program of this conference.

B We have in fact accomplished a great deal that is worth talking, perhaps

even bragging, about. But today I want to discuss general education
without particular reference to Minnesota or to efforts to improve it in
this state. Instead, I want to talk about national critiques and about a
national project I was involved in.

Since the Carnegie Foundation labeled general education a “disaster
area” in its 1977 volume Missions of the College Curriculum, that diagno-
sis has been repeated in a series of depressing and by now predictable
declarations. The titles may or may not be familiar to you. A brief list
would include Report on the Core Curriculum (1977); Boyer and Levin's A
Quest for Common Learning (1981); Involvement in Learning (1984); William
Bennett’s To Reclaiin a Legacy (1984); Integrity in the College Curriculum
(1985); Boyer'’s College: The Undergraduate Experience in America (1987);
and Lynne Cheney’s 50 Hours: A Core Curriculum for College Students
(1989). Jerry Gaff, who spoke as a keynoter at one of our Bush confer-
ences a couple of years ago, has argued in his 1991 volume, New Life for
the College Curriculum, that the failures of general educati% he pointed
out forcefully in his 1983 book, General Education Today, are still very
much with us. Taken as a whole, these critiques might well suggest—
indeed are often intended to suggest—a sense of crisis. Something dras-
tic has gone wrong, the argument goes, and we had better do something
fast to fix it.

The list of what is wrong with general education is remarkably consis-
tent, especially considering that strong condemnations of this failure of
higher education emanate from sources usually in ideological conflict.
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Whether the critic is Lynne Cheney or Allan Bloom or William Bennett
on the right, or Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger and Tarule (the authors of
Women's Ways of Knowing) on the left, we have a substantive consensus
about what ails us. Here is a summary of five complaints about general
education Jerry Gaff reports hearing in 1978 when 50 institutions came
together to discuss problems with general education. I have abstracted
this summary from Strong Foundations, the 1994 report by the
Association of American Colleges, subtitled, Twelve Principles for Effective
General Education Programs:

1. General education programs are based on political
compromises rather than on any coherent educational
philosophy;

2. The programs are fragmented; phrases like “smorgasbord”
or “Chinese dinner menu” are appropriate metaphors;

3. Students do not have adequate skills for general education
and besides, they see no point to studying anything that is
not directly tied to their future careers;

4. Faculty are not interested in teaching students other than
their majors, and put little effort into teaching general
education courses if they cannot avoid teaching them
altogether;

5. No one is really responsible for general education. There
is no real supervision and evaluation of general education
programs, in comparison to the kind of attention devoted
to academic majors, and consequently a fragmented
curriculum without an intellectually coherent rationale is
the common pattern.

I suggest to you that after 18 years of almost continual reform, these
problems arz no less common in American higher education now than
they were at the outset. This is not to say that everybody’s general edu-
cation program suffers from these ills. I know perfectly well that is not
the case, but it was also not the case two decades ago. That leads to the
first of two theses I want to suggest, that the problems listed above are
in fact likely to persist as common features of education in a mass soci-
ety, where disagreements about fundamental values, about even the
very purposes of education, are in fact normal, to be expected.

These problems don't arise suddenly in 1977. That date marked what
was in fact the second wave of modern discontent about general educa-
tion, the first having appeared during the second world war and was
publicized by Mark Van Doren in his book, Liberal Education. And the
aftermath of the war, with the GI Bill bringing hundreds of thousands
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“...the most productive approach
to improving general education
may lie not in agonizing over its
problems but in attending to
good practice wherever we can
findit. “

suddenly into the higher education world, brought consternation to
institutions used to educating a homogeneous student body in a com-
fortably conventional way.

So if the problems and agonies of general education are not quite per-
petual—I hope you will forgive the exaggeration of my title~they are, at
least arguably, quasi-permanent features of the landscape of higher edu-
cation in our kind of society, where people are not likely to agree in the
foreseeable future on such questions as which cultural traditions, if any,
general education has a duty to transmit and preserve, or whether cer-
tain modes of thinking should take educational precedence over specific
content and specific lists of great books, or whether all education is
inevitably ideological, or whether we should embrace the opportunity
to connect all learning to specific vocational goals or rather seek univer-
sals of understanding and generic skills which ought to lead to more

£ lfilling lives and greater career flexibility.

My point is not that these are insignificant questions, merely that they
do not admit of definitive and universal answers. And as long as we
seek to resolve the dilemmas of general education by finding the one
right answer to such questions, those dilemmas--and our frustrations as
educators—wili remain perpetual.

My second thesis is that the most productive approach to improving
general education may lie not in agonizing over its problems but in
attending to good practice wherever we can find it. And while there are
many examples of fine general education courses and programs in
Minnesota, including quite a few really fascinating efforts sponsored by
our Bush grant, right now I would like to describe a national project in
which I participated actively over an extended period.

Eight years ago I had the opportunity to be involved in a major effort
designed to explore the characteristics of highly successful general edu-
cation programs. Sponsored by the Society for Values in Higher
Education, with the support of major grants from the Exxon and Ford
Foundations, this project took a distinctive approach in its methodology,
and resulted in findings rather different from what we find in most of
the reports listed above. Let me take a few minutes to explain what we
did, and what we found. The description that follows is based on a
manucript by Virginia B. Smith, Barbara Lawrence and W. Lee
Humpbhreys, published by the Society for Values in Higher Education
under the title, Exploring Good Practice in General Education.

The project was carried out in two distinct phases, the first involving a
survey of a large number of programs, and the second involving inten-
sive, three-day site visits to 10 schools. We began with a thorough sur-
vey of the ways in which chief academic officers understood the pur-
poses and structures of their institutions’ general education programs.
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The survey was intended to evoke from these institutional leaders their
view of the salient categories for a discussion of general education. Thus
we did not administer a questionnaire with predetermined categories we
already assumed were important. Instead, we asked open-ended ques-
tions, like, “In your judgment, what is the most notable aspect of your
general education program?” and, “If you were given the opportunity

and resources to strengthen general education at your college, what is the

first thing you would do?” and, “How is general education defined on
your campus?” While questions such as these make it difficult or impos-
sible to render an exact, statistical snapshot summarizing the responses,

they do provide for richness and subtlety. And they allow the responders

to define for themselves what the most significant issues really are.

We mailed the questionnaire to 2,487 colleges and universities, taking the
time to develop codes to analyze the responses after we had received a
substantial number of them. The overall response rate was 50 percent,
surprisingly good for an open-ended survey sent to the world’s busiest

people.

Table 1: Responses to the Survey

Carnegie Class Total Coded Records Number Responded % Response

in Class in Class
Overall 2,487 1,239 50
Comprehensive .
Universities 1 404 251 62
Comprehensive
Universities 2 167 98 59+
Doctoral Granting
Universities 1 46 28 61
Doctoral Granting
Universities 2 59 29 49
Liberal Arts .
Colleges 1 139 87 63
Liberal Arts
Colleges 2 418 219 52
Research
Universities 1 70 35 50
Research
Universities 2 33 15 46
Two-Year Colleges 1,151 477 41"
*Chi-square tests showed that the response rates for these types of colleges were
significantly higher or lower than the rates for all institutions taken together.
From: Smith, Lawrence and Humphreys, Exploring Good Practice in General
Education.

“We asked open-ended questions,
like, “In your judgment, what is
the most notable aspect of your
general education program?”
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Before describing the second phase of the project, let me describe one
interesting set of conclusions we reached, having to do with how the pur-
pose of general education is conceptualized by chief academic officers.
Reviewing responses to the question about how general education is
defined, we decided that there were six kinds of purposes, which we

- | summarized according to the following categories:

Table 2: Purposes of General Education

1. Heritage: To provide a common core of great ideas or great books, to pass on
a common Western heritage.

Counterpoint/Exposure: To expose students to a broader range of subject
matter than they would find in their majors, to achieve breadth.

3. Skills and Abilities: To develop particular skills and/or complex abilities such
as writing, speaking, and critica! thinking that may be of instrumental value in
other courses or programs.

4. Development/Empowerment: To develop the whole leamner, in contrast to
emphasis on specific skills, particularly to develop the basis for becoming a
lifelong learner.

5. Social Agenda: To infuse the general education component wth social
purposes such as environmental sensitivity or preparation for responsible
citizenship in a democratic society.

6. Valuing: To perceive what values are operating in a situation, how values are
determined, what ethical consequences flow from various actions, and, at a
few institutions, to inculcate certain values.

From: Smith, Lawrence and Humphreys, Exploring Good Practice in General Education.

While most of the programs were described as having multiple purposes,
the great majority clearly emphasized two or three from this list, and
downplayed or ignored the rest. An analysis of the responses as a whole
(see Table 3, page 24) suggested fascinating correspondences between
self-defined purpose, typical pedagogical practice, and any attempts at
assessment.

Thus far I have been describing only what we found when we reviewed
all the responses we received. The second phase was an attempt to iden-
tify and understand “good practice.” As part of our survey we asked the
responders to identify institutions other than their own that “have gener-
al education programs you admire and briefly identify the characteristics
that account for your admiration.”




~ Table 3: Purpose and Practice in General Education
Eurpose Pedagogy Assessment
Heritage Lecture, discussion Written assignments,
papers
Counterpoint Various Various
Skills and Abilities Exercises, small classes, Quizzes, tests, papers,
demonstrations tutoring
Empowerment Exercises, small classes, Esteem index, self reliance,
shared responsibility awareness of deficiencies,
. tools for leamning
Social Agenda Discussions, exercises, Actions, various, team
projects assessment
Values Discussions, experier.ial, Level of moral develop-
role playing, examining, ment
testing self
From: Smith, Lawrence and Humphreys, Exploring Good Practice in General
Education.

Remarkably, considering the large number of open-ended responses we
received, there was considerable clustering in these responses. A dozen
institutions were nominated 10 times or more, with an average of 25
nominations per institution: Alverno College, Brooklyn College,
Columbia University, Evergreen State College, Harvard University,
King's College, Miami-Dade Community College, St. John’s College, St.
Joseph’s College, Stanford University, and the University of Chicago.
Notice that the list ranges from the m: st elite of institutions to a variety
of underfunded public colleges, including two community colleges.
Another 15 institutions received from five to 10 nominations each,
including, for example, Berea College, Colorado College, Northeast
Missouri State University, and Swarthmore College.

Our plan was to conduct in-depth visits to campuses where many people
agreed that general education was very successful. We identified 13
institutions for closer study, and eventually made 10 site visits. Iwas a
member of a visitation team on two occasions, visiting Berea College and
Swarthmore College. On each visit three or four consultants visited a
campus for three days after careful planning and preparation. We were
generally quite welcome, since we were not there to evaluate, as is the
case with an accreditation team, but rather to discover what was so
remarkable about general education at this place that many competing
institutions recognized its special qualities.




“Despite a great deal of rhetoric
at the national and local levels
about assessment, there is pre-
cious little actual measurement of
cognitive outcomes in general
education.”

“The purposes identified by insti-
tutions for their general educa-
tion programs are frequently
inconsistent with their actual
practice.”

What did we find? There was, of course, enormous variety across all the
institutions we surveyed. There was also great variation in structure,
governance, educational purpose, and virtually every other category of
analysis when we look only at the 10 institutions selected for intensive
study. Any notion we might have had that our selected schools would
demonstrate a single, or even a consistent, pattern of characteristics that
we could generalize to be the “best” way to define, administer or teach
general education was quickly dispelled when we reviewed our experi-
ences with the site visits. Nevertheless, there were some important com-
monalities. Before I discuss them, let me summarize briefly some of what
we found in the larger group, well over a thousand reporting institutions.

Here are five brief observations about the state of general education
across the nation:

1..  You may not be surprised to learn that some variation on
the distribution scheme is still by far the commonest
structural characteristic of general education—the cafeteria
approach was extremely common.

2. Most general education programs, we concluded, are not
really programs in any real sense; there is no academic
officer charged primarily with supervising general educa-
tion at most institutions, faculty rarely have an official
assignment to general education teaching, and there is
typically no institutional power base to lobby for resources.

The often repeated criticism that general education reflects
institutional politics rather than educational philosophy
appears often to be true, but with this important proviso:
General education is the result all too often of political
struggles in which the general education program is itself
not a meaningful political player.

3. Despite a great deal of rhetoric at the national and local
levels about assessmert, there is precious little actual
measurement of cognitive outcomes in general education.
The great majority of institutions (about 75 percent) either
have no formal assessment mechanisms or rely completely
on indirect measures such as periodic reviews or student
satisfaction surveys.

4. Most general education programs are designed and admin-
istered as if student bodies were extremely stable entities
and almost all the students graduated where they first
enrolled, despite massive evidence that this is not the case.
Minnesota’s effort to implement a transfer curriculum
appears to be quite unusual, based on what we found.




And finally, the purposes identified by institutions for their
general education programs are frequently inconsistent
with their actual practice. For example, an institution might
report a major goal of general education to be “education
for citizenship in the modern world,” while its curriculum
appears to be designed primarily to offer a counterpoint to
the major.

The institutions selected for intensive study were as varied in their
approaches to general education as was the national sample. We certain-
ly cannot identify a particular structure, form of governance, educational
philosophy, or explicit purpose that distinguishes these institutions from
all others. Searching for good practice, we all felt we had found it, yet
there was no simple formula, it seemed, for achieving it. We did hazard
a few broad generalizations:

1.

The purposes of general education at each of these
institutions were understood and easily stated by almost
everyone—students, faculty, administrators, department
secretaries, sometimes even maintenance workers and
janitors. Clarity of purpose was apparent.

Each institution had a clear educational philosophy, includ-
ing a coherent view of the learner, that was reflected in the
structure of its curriculum and its approach to teaching.
While the philosophies vary from one school to another,
within an institution everyone tended to agree about what
they were trying to accomplish and what students are
understood to be.

At Swarthmore, for example, students are understood to be
almost entirely cognitive beings. Their emotional lives are
their own business, not the college’s. But they need to
demonstrate intellectual mastery constantly. It's a small
college that feels like a graduate school. It's not my cup of
tea, really, but the place really works for students and
faculty who want to test themselves and prove over and

. over their capacity to meet difficult intellectual challenges.

Their graduates often report graduate school or professional
schools to be easy after their undergraduate ordeal.

On the other hand, at Los Medanos, a community college
serving a wide variety of students, many of whom are not
well prepared for college, the model of the student is not a
razor-sharp cognitive reasoner but an organism needing
encouragement and support to develop a variety of poten-
tials. That assumption is shared by just about everyone at
the school and is apparent in their curricular structure and
i '| other features of campus life.
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What Swarthmore and Los Medanos share, then, is an
integration and synthesis, across all dimensions of institu-
tional life, of their dominant modes of understanding and
practicing their general education. Their programs,
different as they are, are each coherent in their own terms.

3. Idiosyncrasy and distinctiveness were also apparent. These
10 institutions, selected for site visits because we hoped
they would provide clues to what constitutes good practice
in general education, responded to a clear sense of who
their students were and developed highly original
approaches to delivering an education that was consistent
with their institutional rhetoric.

4.  Finally, these institutions usually had active and thoughtful
- approaches to assessment, combined with extensive faculty
development programs and practical, rather than obstruc-
tionist, attitudes to educational experimentation and
reform. These were institutions where faculty, staff, and
students frequently discussed teaching and learning as well
as course content; where assessment was regarded as at
- least potentially useful; and where implementing a change
in general education requirements was, if not exactly easy,
at least less difficult than moving a cemetery. '

I hope this summary of an extensive, possibly unusual, search for good
practice in general education will suggest some ways to think about edu-
cational purpose and practice at your own institution. I do not believe
there is one best way either to define general education or to provide it.
It is more likely that thoughtful and imaginative educators will continue
to struggle with the nature of general education, responding both to the
unique qualities of their institutions and to inevitable pressures from out-
side the academy. After all, who said it was going to be easy?
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Teaching White Students About
American Indian Nations
Through Direct and Indirect Intercultural Learning Opportunities

| | Why did you make a career in higher education? Was it a career goal or
| something you happened upon in an effort to continue the intellectual
¥ stimulation of graduate school? Did you want to change the world, or
| your corner of it? Were you a product of the sixties or eighties who did
B not want to “sell out” by going into the business world? There are
§ many reasons why we entered higher education, but I have found that
2 one reason why we remain in the field is the chance to have an influ-
| ence on our students’ thinking.

B Most of us who are teaching faculty believe that we have something

Bl worthwhile to say. As we teach our mixture of facts, skills, theory and

B research methods, we are also teaching a world view. For many of us in
B the humanities, that world view is one that asserts the rightness of
understanding others and ourselves, doing good as we conceive it,
treating others with kindness and sensitivity, upholding high standards
for learning, respecting differences, and encouraging debate and diver-
sity. Our conference theme, “Celebrating Teaching Excellence,” is relat-
ed to this world view.

However, if your experiences are like mine, this world view is not
alway's shared by the students we meet in our classes. Many of us have
found that “teaching excellence” involves trying to tear down the com-
munication barriers that divide Euro-American students from those
whom they see as different from themselves. In this paper I'm going to
discuss how I have tried to overcome my Euro-American speech comu-
nication students’ ignorance about American Indians, specifically about
the Lakota nation.

The Lakota nation is part of a related group of American Indians mis-
takenly referred to by the U.S. government as the Sioux. Some Lakota
live on six reservations in North and South Dakota (Cheyenne River,
Standing Rock, Pine Ridge, Rosebud, Lower Brule, and Devil’s Lake);
the rest live all over the remainder of the United States. It has been my
experience that the prejudices held by Euro-American students toward
American Indian- can be reduced by teaching the Euro-Americans
enough about the culture of a specific Indian nation so that the Euro-
Americans can understand how different behaviors spring from differ-
ent views of the world.

9 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Let me set the context to help you understand why I chose to focus on
intercultural understanding and community building among Americans
of different cultural backgrounds, rather than taking an international
focus. Iteach at St. Cloud State University, a medium-sized school of
approximately 15,000 students. We are located in the middle of
Minnesota, in a city of 50,000 surrounded by rural countryside.

Minnesota now has a population of over four million people and a land
area half as big as California. More than half of our state population lives
in the metro area of Minneapolis/St. Paul, leaving the other half to rattle
around in the vastly rural rest of the state. Within the borders of
Minnesota are 12 Indian reservations and more than 50,000 Indians,
according to the 1990 U.S. Census of Population. The 12 reservations
belong to the Ojibwe (Chippewa) bands and the Dakota communities.

Until the coming of gambling casinos to Minnesota reservations about
five years ago, many white Minnesotans had no idea that there were any
Indians living in Minnesota at all. Why? Because our state educational
system, political systems, and mass media treated Indian people as if
they did not exist. But now, because of television advertising and news
coverage, the average white Minnesotan is fully aware that there are
Indian casinos located all over the state and that it is fun to spend an
evening gambling in those places. The average white Minnesotan now
knows that Indians live in Minnesota. And the average white
Minnesotan has a vaguely uneasy feeling that Indians shouldn’t be
allowed to have all the money that gambling generates, and that the state
legislature should probably do something about this. (As an aside, I
would like to mention that when I wrote this section in October, 1994, 1
did not realize how prophetic I was being about the activities of the 1995
Minnesota Legislature.)

I began to add an intercultural aspect to my upper-level small group
communication course four years ago. At first the area of focus was
Mexico. In addition to their ignorance about American Indians,
Minnesotans are also fairly ignorant about Mexican people, although
Mexicans constitute the largest population group in the state after Euro-
Americans. After a year of trying to include Mexican perspectives in my
course, I realized that I just did not have enough expertise to do a good
job. Idid not know Spanish, and since language is the basis for under-
standing any culture, I was immediately disadvantaged.

On the other hand, I knew a great deal more about the history, culture,
and language of one Indian nation, tbe Lakota, than I knew about
Mexico. So I switched to including the Lakota perspective, trying to help
my Euro-American state university students understand a neglected area
of their education, and hoping that the American I~dian students on
campus might benefit from a decrease in the general level of ignorance
they have to endure from non-Indians.
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“It sounds kind of funny now to
say that we ought to include the
perspectives of different cultural
groups and women—as though
we could avoid such perspectives-
-but at that time it was pretty
revolutionary!”

About 10 years ago the Minnesota State University System made a com-
mitment to try to internationalize the curriculum and to include the per-
spectives of different cultural groups and women in all university class-
es on an everyday basis. It sounds kind of funny now to say that we
ought to include the perspectives of different cultural groups and
women-as though we could avoid such perspectives—but at that time it
was pretty revolutionary!

Yet look at your own textbooks, the ones you use in your classes (if you
are a teaching faculty member), and look at the ones you used in college
and graduate school yourself. How many of them were written by non-
whites? Or by women of any color? If you are like my colleagues and
me, the number is few or none. How many women and people of color
hold administrative positions on your campus? How many professors
on your campus are women and people of color? Of our St. Cloud State
faculty of about 650 professors, less than one-third are women. This is
about the proportion of women faculty nationwide. Of our faculty of
about 650 professors, about six percent are nonwhite. How much stu-
dent activity money goes to support multicultural events on your cam-
pus?

As we all know, if we look at the whole world, women and people of
color are the majority, But our American textbooks, staff and faculty
composition, and spending habits present distorted pictures and mes-
sages to students. We are teaching them day in and day out most often
about the way that white men think in the United States, as though that
were the only way to think and the only way that anyone thinks any-
where. That picture and that message need to be changed and we facul-
ty are the ones to do it.

My speech communication department of 22 full-time faculty and sever-
al part-time and adjunct faculty offers about 80 sections of classes per
quarter. Of those 80, one section is our course on Intercultural
Communication. That’s it—-one out of 80 sections is devoted to acknowl-
edgement of the perspectives of four-fifths of the world’s people. As
speech communication scholars Koester and Ludwig pointed out more
than four years ago (1991), speech communication courses, like most
other courses, are taught from the Anglo U.S. point of view in terms of
message structure, expected role behaviors of students, assumed cultur-
al values (e.g., individuality, directness, openness, informality, equality),
and basis in scholarship conducted within Anglo U.S. communities.
Koester and Ludwig suggested, “...instructors of communication should
explore the degree to which the content of their courses myopically
reflects a set of assumptions and a point of view that may only be
appropriate for members of a limited number of cultures” (252).

When you think in this way about what we are doing in colleges and
universities, an opportunity becomes available to you. As I saw this
81
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opportunity, I began to change my courses. Here is how my reasoning
pattern went: I teach nine sections during the regular school year and
two sections in the summer. Surely, somewhere in those 11 sections I can
let it be known that middle class white midwestern American perspec-
tives are not the only viable ones. So that is how I came to be teaching
about the Lakota nation of American Indians in my Small Group
Communication courses, three sections during the regular school year
and one in summer school.

This is a regular, elective course in the curriculum, not one of what my
university classifies as “MGM” (multicultural, gender, or minority-
focused) courses. My class size for this course is 30-35 students who are
divided into groups of five or six people who meet for the entire quarter
to complete some of their course work. It was my goal to help
Minnesotans build community within the state to the point where
Indians and non-Indians could understand one another’s different per-
spectives about life, and negotiate ways to live side by side in spite of
their differences. As I will explain, I think incremental progress toward
this goal is being made, through the approach taken in my small group
course. ‘ :

Theoretical Framework

Much social research over the past fifty years has led us to accept the
conclusion that beliefs and values drive human behavior. Accepting this
as established theory, we understand that “human behavior” includes
communication behavior. In interpersonal communication, small group
communication, public speaking, persuasion theory, etc., all the basic
courses of my discipline, we teach that people’s attitudes, beliefs, and
values are the keys to understanding their behavior, and that if we want
to change behavior we must first change attitudes, beliefs, and values or
link the desired behavior change to some already-held belief. Your disci-
plines probably have similar basic assumptions.

Now at this point, Anglo communication theorists start arguing over
whether it is laws, rules, meanings, or constructs that provide the basis
for attitudes, beliefs, and values. I am in the constructivist camp, and
will be couching the rest of this paper in constructivist terms.
Constructivism is a cognitive or thinking-based theory that attempts to
explain how we know things in an epistemological sense.

Cognitive theorists assert that thoughts composed of constructs are the
basic components of our beliefs and values (Kelly, 1963; Delia, O’Keefe
and O’Keefe, 1982). These constructs are taught to us as the building
blocks of our native language, whatever it may be. If a native language,
like English, makes a great point of opposites, e.g., black/white,
light/dark, night/day, good/evil, then the thinking and knowing of
English speakers will emphasize such contrasts. If a culture places
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“It was my goal to help
Minnesotans build community
within the state to the point
where Indians and non-Indians
could undevstand one another's
different perspectives about life,
and negotiate ways to live side
by side in spite of their
differences. “




“Members of contemporary white
American middle class culture,
Euro-Americans, think and know
in English with the constructs
they have been given.”

“I wanted to change the
culturally-supported behavior of
disparaging and ignoring
American Indians...”

importance on hierarchy, associating “up” with good and “down” with
bad, rewarding “forward” with praise and “backward” with blame, des-
ignating competition and winning as desirable behaviors and individual
selves as most valuable, then it is plain to see the kind of perspective
that is formed for members of that culture to take. A culture that
emphasizes wealth, status, power, progress and putting self first is also
likely to be ethnocentric, seeing itself as better than other cultures, espe-
cially those which emphasize different values.

Members of contemporary white American middle class culture, Euro-
Americans, think and know in English with the constructs they have
been given, and make choices based on the cultural values they have
been taught to hold, and disparage people they don’t know who hold
different values and think different thoughts. They also believe the his-
tory they have been informed about and the myths presented endlessly
in the mass media. What else would be expected, if beliefs and values
do indeed drive behavior?

It follows, then, that if someone wants to change a culturally-supported
behavior and replace it with another sort of behavior, then constructs
must be provided which define and explain the new thoughts and new
behavior and tie it to an important value already held. Festinger’s cog-
nitive dissonance theory (1962) suggests that change can be encouraged
by producing a feeling of dissonance in receivers, brought about by pro-
viding them with information which does not fit with information they
already possess.

Method

As part of the objectives of my small group communication course, and
in keeping with our state university system goal of bringing the perspec-
tives of non-European cultures and women into direct view, I designed a
portion of my class to allow me to include the perspective of the Lakota
nation of American Indians in daily class work. I chose the Lakota
because they were a nation I already knew something about, and
because as a Plains nation, bits and pieces of their history and culture
would already be familiar to students in some form, although perhaps
distorted.

Also, the Lakota are closely related to the Dakota communities who live
in Minnesota, but they are not the same, so Euro-American students can
have a little “distance” between themselves and the people they are
learning about. I wanted to change the culturally-supported behavior of
disparaging and ignoring American Indians and the constructs that
defined and explained that behavior, and replace those behaviors and
thoughts with new behaviors and thoughts tied to the white middle
class value of fairness and equity. In order to do this, I had to identify
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the ccmponents of the value of fairness and equity as held by middle
class white American college students, and understand why the value
had not previously been applied to American Indians.

Over the years, I have frequently heard in the classroom about students’
preoccupation with what is fair and unfair. Many topics—from seatbelts,
motorcycle helmets, and drinking age laws, to tuition increases and park-|
ing restrictions—are vigorously discussed and criticized for their lack of
fairness, from the perspective of the student. Idecided to try to make
use of this middle class white American student stock issue.

Using the experiences I had when teaching about Mexico, I noted that
students’ ethnocentrism and ignorance of history were the two major
cognitive underpinnings which allowed them to ignore and disparage
Mexicans. Once they had learned something about Mexico, read from
the body of fine Mexican literature, listened to some Mexican people talk
about their lives, etc., most students could no longer justify holding their
previous stereotyped and erroneous beliefs. They realized that their
beliefs were wrong and their customary labels and stereotypes were
unfair. In other words, by giving students accurate information about
Mexican culture and Mexican people, I had produced cognitive disso-
nance and then offered students a way to resolve that dissonance by
changing their attitudes and behaviors.

I reasoned that in order to be effective in teaching about the perspective
of Lakota Indians, I had to provide information about their history and
culture first so that Euro-American students would acquire the con-
structs they needed to discuss Lakota people accurately. ThenIhad to
give the students accurate interpersonal information that would produce
dissonance with the misinformation they had about Indians in general.
The new information would produce the same cognitive dissonance I
had seen when I used Mexico as a focus, and would lead to attitude and
behavior change.

In order to effectively teaching about Lakota Indians, I had to do an
assessment to find out what beliefs students currently held about
American Indians. This was accomplished by assigning students to hold
in-class small group discussions to answer a series of questions which I
provided to them. The results of the discussion were written up by the
students and handed in. After the assessment, I realized that I would
have to deal with a number of rather negative beliefs. Here is a list of
the most typical ones held by Euro-American students in my classes:

¢ Arnerican Indians are mostly dead or assimilated into white
society, which is as it should be.

* American Indians who do exist are unemployed, illiterate
drunks who take white people’s money at untaxed casinos and
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“By giving students accurate
information about Mexican cul-
ture and Mexican people, I had
produced cognitive dissonance
and then offered students a way
to resolve that dissonance by
changing their attitudes and
behaviors.”




“I had to introduce new
information in ways that would
overcome or subvert their
defensiveness about their
existing beliefs and
knowledge...”

then waste it in fighting and drinking.

e American Indians were defeated in the nineteenth century by
our courageous U.S. Army, who stopped these Indians from
scalping and raping the wonderful pioneer settlers, our
ancestors, who came here to make a better life and worship God
freely.

¢ American Indians are really not human beings, but are savage,
primitive, barbaric subhumans.

 Anyone who does not value weaith, status, power, progress and
putting self first is weird and deserves to be forced to believe in
_ these values, because these are the best values.

In America, everyone has freedom of religion and other civil
rights. Part of being an American is having the right to vote, live
in decent housing, practice personal religious beliefs, be hired for
jobs without discrimination, etc. '

From these examples of Euro-American students’ beliefs, you can see the
existence of a set of strongly-held, integrated views that will not be easily
altered. A 1993 pilot survey I conducted of employees of St. Cloud State
University indicated that more than half of responding employees based
their views about American Indians on mass media (TV shows, books
and movies), personal contacts with American Indians, and what they
had seen on Indian reservations.

It seemed likely to me that the Euro-American students, coming from
backgrounds similar to SCSU employees, based their views on similar
scurces, interpreting their perceptions using the constructs of the domi-
nant society to which they belonged. The European American students
had not developed empathy for American Indians, just as they had not
developed empathy for Mexican people. Communication theorist
William Howell (1979) has pointed out that “empathy has a strong cogni-
tive component. The knowledge stored in a person limits and structures
his empathic responses. His perceptions are a result of his habits of mak-
ing certain associations and the content of his experiences” (32).

To defeat the Euro-American students’ erroneous beliefs and stereotypes,
I had to introduce new information in ways that would overcome or sub-
vert their defensiveness about their existing beliefs and knowledge, and
allow them to develop empathy for Lakota people (and by extension,
other Indian nations). Howell asserts, “Information, knowledge, and
understanding are critical variables that determine empathic response”
(33). I also had to provide motivation to learn the information while pro-
viding freedom of choice as to whether they wanted to change their
beliefs as well. I set about doing this by designing a set of directand
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indirect intercultural experiences that would:

eoffer the students the opportunity to examine their own beliefs
and values;

ooffer them new information;

eask them to compare the new information to their existing beliefs
and values; and

eask them to respond in a variety of ways.

Specifically, I used the following teaching tools and methods in my small
group communication class:

1. I assigned a group project on the required topic of Lakota
Indians, with about one-sixth of the points for the course
designated for that project.

2. Iused about 10 percent of class time to present background
information on Lakota Indians, explaining to students that
I knew they didn’t have much information and I wanted
them to be able to start their research with some founda-
tion. This 10 percent of class time (about four class hours)
was used to show two outstanding PBS videos, and to bring
in a guest speaker, an American Indian educator who knew
intimately the culture of the Lakota Indians and who
would speak about contemporary issues and his own life.

3. I assigned students to read a paperback autobiography of a
contemporary American Indian woman, who told about
growing up in the 1960s and 1970s and emphasized her late
teens/early twenties.

4. I told students that about 20 percent of the questions on the
midterm and final would deal with Lakota material.

5. I assigned small group discussion tasks that required
students to discuss their beliefs about American Indians
and to go over the presentations of the guest speaker. Each
group was required to keep “minutes” of their meetings
which were handed in for evaluation at a set time after the
meeting was held. These minutes, or “journals” as I called
them, reported on the views of each member of the group
and the group’s solutions to problems and case studies
they were assigned. In addition, each small group had to
design, prepare, and give its group presentation at the end
of the quarter on an aspect of Lakota life, past or present.
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6. I offered extra credit points for outside reading, attendance
at campus speakers, attendance at available American
Indian cultural events on or off campus, or viewing of
additional videos relating to the topic of Lakota Indians.

7. I held class discussions of all the materials periodically
throughout the quarter.

Now you may be thinking that this is a lot of trouble to go through. Well,
yes, it is. But I have found that if I assign the general topic for group
T provide students with a sm;"' presentations, the outcomes are more .useful and more positive for stu-~
of direct and indirect inter- dents. If I let students choose the topics, what I get is presentations on
cultural experiences to offer them | parking, motorcycle helmets, lowering the drinking age, and recycling. I
the chance to confront the get enough of those in my introductory class. In an upper-level dass, I
stereotypes and misinformation | think it's important to ask more of students. All this preparation that I
they have. .. have described is for the purpose of giving Euro-American students

mem some factual background that has the effect of challenging the misinfor-
mation and stereotypes most of them hold. They get course credit for
learning these new facts and beliefs and using them in various forms in
course materials.

In summary, in the context of an upper-level small group communication
course, which is an elective for our majors and minors and for education
majors, and required by the accounting and pre-nursing programs on
our campus, I assign a group project on the Lakota nation of American
Indians, and provide students with a series of direct and indirect inter-
cultural experiences in order to offer them the chance to confront the
stereotypes and misinformation they have, and replace it with the kind
of understanding that would allow them to interact effectively with
American Indians in the future.

Of course, 85 percent or more of class time, effort, and focus are spent on
learning a selection of theory, research, and skills directly concerned with
small group communication, from the European American middle class
point of view. Remember that I am spending only about 10 percent to 15
percent of class time on the American Indian component of the class.

Let us look next at what happened the first six times I did this.

Results

In order to assess the effects of my teaching plan to bring the perspective
of Lakota Indians into the classroom, I used a combination of small
group discussions, whole class discussions, open-ended test items (short
answer) and open-ended responses to course evaluation items. There are
five assessment tools in the plan. I will discuss each of them.
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First, as part of their small group experience which extends throughout
the quarter, students rotate the job of taking “minutes” at each small
group meeting and writing them up in the form of a group journal which
receives points. Accuracy and completeness are two of the norms I set
for grading this journal. So I am assured of receiving journals for each
group which report the essential substance of the discussion held.
Because the groups hold their early meetings in the classroom during
class time, I can hear some of the discussions and I remain alert and
watchful during the meetings, traveling around the room to answer ques-
tions when invited. So students know that I am aware of what their

group is doing and this encourages them to report their meetings accu-
rately.

The earliest assessment tool I have for knowing about the students’ views
is their second group meeting, where they are assigned to discuss their
individual beliefs about American Indians. It is from this set of journals
that I learn the extent of the ignorance which needs to be confronted and
learn of any allies (e.g., human relations majors, minority studies majors,
etc.) who will help in the learning process of the groups. Here are some
actual quotes from those early journals: '

I don’t know any Indians; I have never talked face-to-face with
an Indian.

] live near a reservation and have seen the drunken Indians come
into the bar where I work.

eIndians have casinos now and they have a lot of money so why
are they all on welfare?

eIndians are responsible for overhunting and killing most of the
deer in Minnesota, so that is why it is so hard for us to get a deer
during hunting season. Now they want to take all the walleyes
out of Mille Lacs Lake. I don't see why they should be allowed
to take our fish.

*They don't take care of their houses or trailers, and there is junk
everywhere. They don’t know how to live like human beings.
They don’t pay taxes. Their children cause trouble in school all
the time. They are always fighting and use a lot of profanity.

*My friend knew an Indian girl and she was a prostitute and died
of a drug overdose.

These are typical of reports that come in describing the context of the
early discussions, which I believe reflect the kind of information Euro-
American students have available when they first come to my class, and
the category systems they use to classify and judge the behaviors of oth-

ers.

36




AT
“Most students respond with out-
rage, and this emotional response
creatives a willingness to learn
what happened to the Lakota and
other Indian nations...”

—

The next assessment point comes after students have seen one or both of
the PBS videos, read the first 50 pages of the Lakota Woman autobiogra-
phy, and heard the Dakota guest speaker. This assessment is also in the
form of a group journal, reporting on a discussion that the groups are
required to hold about the points made by the guest speaker. Here are
some samples of the points made in these group discussions:

eDave was so interesting. I wanted to hear more about his
culture.

*You can tell he is very spiritual. He really believes in his religion.
Me and my friends don’t have anything like he does. We just sit
in church and wait for it to be over.

oI felt amazement at what he was telling us, about the discrim-
ination he faced in his life. .

oI admired Dave for beating alcoholism against such great odds,
and trying to help his people.

*We need to know this information. Why weren’t we taught this
in school?

eDave seemed to be trying to make us feel guilty. Ididn’t do
these things to his people--my ancestors did.

oI was touched and I wanted to cry when he told about how his
uncle helped him learn the stories and traditions of Dakota
spirituality.

In these sentences, you can hear the beginnings of a change in views.
Part of the change is due to the effectiveness of the Dakota guest speaker,
Dave Larsen, but part is also due to the creation of receptiveness on the
part of the students. They have seen a PBS video called “In the White
Man’s Image,” which explains how children were taken from their par-
ents on Lakota and other reservations and transported hundreds or even
thousands of miles away to boarding schools where their Indianness was
systematically stamped out.

This video, dealing with children, evokes compassion from even the most
hardened and bitter white male student, and prepares students to under-
stand the U.S. goverment's policy of “kill the Indian and save the man”
that predominated in the last half of the nineteenth century and the first
half of the twentieth century. Out of more than 230 students to whom I
have shown this video, perhaps 20 had ever heard of the boarding
schools. Most students respond with outrage, and this emotional
response creates a willingness to learn what happened to the Lakota and
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other Indian nations since the 1850s.

The third assessment point comes when students take the midterm exam-
ination, which contains several short answer questions asking them for
factual information about the boarding schools, the American Indian
Movement, and specific issues in the Lakota Woman autobiography. There
is also an extra credit question about the guest speaker’s presentation.
Most students answer these questions accurately. A few skip them—they
simply don’t put anything down. This behavior generally identifies the
most resistant students in the class, who are angry at me for including
the material on Indians and object to studying it.

The fourth assessment point comes when the students give their group
presentations. These are 25 to 30-minute oral presentations given during
the last week of the term. They must include a creative method of deliv-
ering information, such as a skit, talk or game show format, dramatic -
reading, original video, etc. As part of their group presentations, stu-
dents must spend five minutes reporting in detail on their group’s devel-
opment process, using theories and concepts from the small group text-
book. It is immediately clear from the presentations whether students
have learned anything substantial about the Lakota in their personal
research and whether they have experienced cognitive, affective, and/or
behavioral changes as a result of their course of study. The audience of
classmates is asked to evaluate the presentations, and their journals once
again reflect changes in cognition.

The final assessment point is in the course evaluation process. On our
campus, we are encouraged to design and distribute course evaluation
forms in each class for our own use. I use a combination of closed and
open-ended questions in my course evaluation forms. Ihave found this
to be a valuable tool for learning student attitudes and values as well as
for discovering if I did something particularly effective or ineffective. Of
course, there are usually two or three students out of a class of 30 who
use the opportunity to blast you personally. I try to ignore these. But the
26 or 27 positive evaluation forms out of each class of 30 are good for the
self esteem, and since they are anonymous they are an effective way to
learn how students responded to the Lakota material.

Here are some samples from the course evaluation forms over the six
quarters of experience. The students are answering the question, “What
shifts in your thinking about American Indians did you experience as a
result of studying the Lakota people?”

eI gained a lot of knowledge about American Indians.

*You have really opened my eyes.

o] look at Indians in a new way.
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“All these student responses are
related to a general value of
fairness and equity that students
seem to hold.”

oI have developed understanding and empathy for the Lakota.

*This class helped me understand what these people have been
through.

oI have been brainwashed! Indians aren’t the bad guys after all.
It's the whites who are evil.

oI learned that stereotypes affect thinking patterns. We are taught,
born into them.

oI held a prejudice against Indians because I pictured them as no
good and drunks. Now I realize that they are good people and
are fightng for what is theirs.

oI see now that education is the key to preventing stereotyping.
Prejudice comes from ignorance.

] am eager to learn more.
oI have noticed that the media is biased and gives only one side.

These kinds of responses indicate to me that Euro-American students
have changed their beliefs and values about American Indians because of
the specific information they learned about the Lakota nation. Through
the videos, the guest speaker, the autobiography, the group discussions,
and their research for the group project, they discovered a new perspec-
tive.

You can hear in their final responses that some of the change is produced
when students realize that stereotyping is harmful and causes pain. Most
of them do not want to cause pain because they hold a value that causing
pain is wrong. They also realize that their education has been inade-
quate, or as they sometimes put it, they’ve been lied to. This makes them
mad, because they hold a value that lying by state institutions is bad.
When students discover that until 1978 American Indians could not legal-
ly practice their religious beliefs they get mad, because students hold a
value that everyone should be allowed to practice his/her religion. All
these student responses are related to a general value of fairness and
equity that students seem to hold. I hope you can see that it is important
to learn about student values and try to acknowledge them when bring-
ing in new information that has a high potential to be rejected.

Discussion

Looking at this process from a cognitive dissonance standpoint, you can
see that I purposely introduced dissonance into the students’ thinking
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when I showed the PBS videos, invited the guest speaker to talk, and
required them to read Lakota Woman. Dissonance also becomes high
when students view the Hollywood films Thunderheart and Dances with
Wolves for extra credit points. (Some Indians I know do not like these
films for various reasons, but they acknowledge that the films present
Lakota people in a positive way and build empathy for them.)

The dissonance occurs becausc students are holding two or more pieces
of nonfitting information. They have their old beliefs based on stereo-
types and misinformation, and they have new information from the cred-
ible PBS videos, the autobiography, and the guest speaker. As Festinger
has told us since the 1950s, people experiencing cognitive dissonance
have several options. They can reduce the dissonance by (1) devaluing

“We do not have to perceive
reality in just one way; we do
not have to remain ethnocentric,
but can include other world
views in our reality.”

their initial information; (2) devaluing the new information; (3) devaluing

the conflict between the nonfitting pieces of information; (4) leaving the
situation where the information is salient; (5) changing the definitions
that create the cognitions; or (6) attacking the credibility of the source of
the new information. I can assure you that I have seen all these options
tried by students. But fortunately, most of them choose to devalue their
initial information, deciding that their stereotypes and misinformation
were wrong and agreeing to discard them.

Looking at this process from a constructivist standpoint, you can see that
students need the constructs about Lakota culture and history in order to
allow them to think the new thoughts I ask them to think. As Kelly
pointed out more than 30 years ago, “There are always some alternative
constructions available to choose among in dealing with the world” (15).
We do not have to perceive reality in just one way; we do not have to
remain ethnocentric, but can include other world views in our reality.

Students can learn to understand the traditional Lakota values of putting
the family group and band first before self, giving away materia] posses-
sions and animals, protecting family members, honoring and protecting
the earth, seeing all living things as related (the buffalo nation, the eagle
nation, the tree nation, etc.) and deserving of our respect, honoring and
giving thanks to the Creator in all circumstances, etc. Until students
know and understand this different set of values and meet someone who
holds them, they cannot really conceive of such a perspective. After they
have learned the new constructs, verbalized them in discussions and on
paper in tests, and met human beings like themselves who hold the dif-
ferent values, either in person or through the miracle of television, then
students can reject ethnocentrism.

Borden (1991) writes, “To be an effective intercultural comrnunicator, one
must be able to role play the situation and to take the other person’s role
in it.” Wiseman and Abe (1986) sugg